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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^l Responsive to communication(s) filed on 22 September 2008 . 
2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-3, 7-12, 16-29 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 1-3,7-12 and 16-29 is/are rejected. 

7) \Z\ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) ^ The drawing(s) filed on 09 December 2003 is/are: a)^ accepted or b)\Z\ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)Q All b)Q Some * c)Q None of: 

1 0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-3, 7-12, 16-29 of U.S. Application 10/707,365 filed 12/9/2003 are pending. 

Claim Interpretation 

2. Some claims call for a "controller". In so far as the claims are directed to a 
computer simulation, it is unclear what is being "controlled" other than the simulation 
itself. The claims are so interpreted. Applicants have not offered another interpretation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 1 -3, 7-1 2, 1 6-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pallot. 

6. Pallot discloses control, modeling and simulation of over- and understeering 
including initial and subsequent wheel angles, "look ahead" for the driver, and which is 
continuously updated over time. See fig. 1 , and corresponding text (col. 10, line 3 to col. 
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16, line 33. Simulations are described on col. 16, line 37 to col. 18, line 53. The system 
in fig. 1 is called a "simulation" system; however, it functionally produces the same 
results (hence the 103). 

Fig 1 
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Note fig. 11: 

Figure 11 




See col. 16: 

AaJmaktioE of the dynamic .b&fegyfcr of a vehicle imder 
typical maneuvers 'is piSSS witli \h$ aid oHW'SgS^ 
figures. The simulation .model thai is ised is a four-wheeled 

40 model with 7 degrees of freedom, enabling the equilibrium 
of the vehicle Id be expressed in terms o£ysw s . pitch, rail and 
ratalioE of the ibnx wheels* Use four sinrnlatloas presented, 
here relate to a vehicle whose ehameierlstios are these of a 
Mslfcswagea Golf ear fraweJliag ai a speed of 90 km/h. : 

4s la Pie first simulation (FIGS, &o-d f and 7«-^) f & 
siik^omalptiMe arireq&eaeyy,:* hz of increasing amplitude 
and on a wet surface is plotted as a steering wheel instruc- 
tion, This maneuver leads Is the loss of control of the 
vehicle. In. all the figures iHustrstlag tire omiering forces 

50 (Yp) f the axle cornering fences (Y^, s Y^), the loads (Zp) or 
yaw moments (Mz) the cosdimoiss raivs, denoled by "A**, 
tepces&at the actual viMes, wMIe the dotted curves,, denoted 
by 6K D", represent the values desired by the driver, 
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Col. 17: 

aaiflSf 1 ffi5^M.ikiioa of the Jsag&ltws 20 
aati-rollicg dlstribiaiott, coutsoled as expXsiijed above, 
enables the path of the vehicle » be s$abi&ze& The maneu- 
ver is Identical to the prevfoes aiMseaver (steenug ocanmaad 
Id ihe fans of se hicrsasing sinusoidal oaw on & wet 
ssrfsce st 90 km/h)* As soon as excessive yaw forces- are 25 
detected, the aati-iolling device is reinforced st ibo frans of 
the vehicle end is. redaiced by the same amount at the rear so 
as to make the vehicle stable as quickly as possible and lo 
utilize m she best possible way the gripgacg potential of the 
fear tires. The saturation of the comerieg forces is better ac 
controlled tad permits smaller phase dHferenees, which 
means thai yaw moaseffiSs are better handled and vehicle 
body changes are more readily identified.: To reiterate,, in 
each case the reference 'W represent* the actual ibices 
(po&imsiam curve) and the reference "D" refers to the IS 
fostracJion expressed by the proposed method {'doited 
carve). 



See Col. 18: 
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The fourth .simulation (FIGS. VSe-e, l&a-i, 19 

s.ixi 20) shows sow s modification of the fiaat&ear anti- 

roliling dfenlmtfot]* controlled as explained hereinbefore, 

enables & path of the veiiide to be stabilized. In each ease 
is the- reference "A" represents She actissl forces (continuous 

line) and tire reference "D" refers to She iBsEnicts.an 

expressed by the proposed method (dotted line). Tfac sesbcu- 

vef is identksl to she preceding maneuver (*void*«ee 

maneuver on & wet surface at 90 knykouf), As soon as. 
30 MKsssive yaw forces are delected the anti-roll device is 

reinforced at fee ftoa& of the vehicle and depressed by Ike 

same amossnt at the rear of the vehicle so as so s&Mlize Ike 

vehicle as quickly as possible and to utilize in. the best 

possible way the gripping potential of the ibsr tires, The 
35 saturation of the ccKaerfog fa rccs is handled more effiscdveiy 

sod permits smaller phase differencasj which tseass skat 

yaw momsats ars better controlled ssd inovei3«nts of tha 

vehicle body are mors- easily identified. By means of the 

anti-roH dynamic distribution the system reduces tie delay 
40 between the driver's iflstmdiocs to exert the secessary 

forces asd the reaction of the vehicle, and avoids the 

swerving tnst is observed in the absence of the system. 

FIGS, Ma, Mb, and Ife show the actual and desired 

cornering forces of the front axle, rear axle, and the yaw 
J£ moment, of the vehicle. FIGS. 17s, 17k, I7c s and ITrf show 

the actual and desired vertical loads Zp on the four tires, 

FIGS. ISa, 1S4 1*4 «nd lSrf show the aemsl ted doited 

lateral cornering farces Yp an. the four dies. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 9/22/2008 have been fully considered. Applicants are 
thanked for showing support in the specification for the amendment of 1/22/2008. 

8. Applicants argue (pg. 14): 

Regarding independent mm 1 as amended, Appiteant® msptelfufe' mm that Paibt 
. ^.^^r ^^ft^. ^^iigg^. I^^^g^ 1^). i^. .^^^ .1^ (ApptorHs* Applesoft, ssa spsciffciioti 
p^rigrap^s Q008-0QO9 and 0028-0030 and ate» boxes 84 and 88 in F%\m 4.) in vmw of swh, 
AppMmiB fuftter mm thai independent eteta 1 m mi obvsous in view of JFalat. Ttmmlw®, 
Applicants respectfully request *at Examiner's rejestiaR of data 1 under 35 tXS.C. § 103(a) be 
withdrawn Furthermore slice claims 2, % m& are defendant m ind®$mn4mt data 1, 
Appfesrtte also request #jM Exams-t^t r^aetas of oteims 2, 3, and 7*11 under W U.SXX § 
103fi) fcit withdrawn ae wM> 



Application/Control Number: 10/707,365 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2128 

9. Applicants have not explained the patentable distinction, and the argument 
constitutes mere allegation. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail 
to show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which 
applicant relies (i.e., the cited portions of the specification) are not recited in the rejected 
claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). In any case, limitation "d" recites: 

M saki vshtoe compufern^gi E§ deV^ired to fcs underst^tm operate said 
v«hicte computer model with saM Mai steering wheel _ angte until a rc&w s teering wiissil mgh & 
determined; s acft that $m piowtng or slipping s<j&staniia% tmsmm is tbsmhy rsriyosd; 

Pallot discloses (col. 8, lines 35 to col. 9, line 8 that tires reaching 'saturation' cause 
over and under-steering (depending upon whether the front or rear tires become 
saturated) and discloses a corrective mechanism (fig. 1) to compensate: 
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10. Applicants argue (pg. 10): 
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in mmm, ragging in^pm$m& 4mn 12 m mmd&i ( fqt&kxafa, respectfully aver 
tha t P&m nmhm tesefros nor su^ests mart hod $teg (s) In sUssm 12. (Alicante 1 Appjteattort, 
ss© spsdtafei paragraphs W®&wm msi and also boxes M md 83 m Figure 4) 

Irs vsew of s.«£ih f Appifcante further mm to swilependent cMm TZ is not obvious in vi»w of 
Pafiot Therefor*, Applssnts mpmk thai Examiner's r#^ta of claim 1 2 under 38 

U.S.C, § 103(a) bs withdrawn. Fyrthermof®, dnee c&ttm 16-20 am <te£*ftdar* ors gndependec* 
aMm 12, Applicants also neqaeat that Examiners rejections of «fofm* 18-20 yp«fer 3S U.S.C. § 
103|a) be wffodrassi as mil 

See response above. This also applies to Applicant's arguments regarding claim 21 . 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hugh Jones whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3781 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th. 



